Abstract. Along with the mobilization of political support, repression is one of the two basic instruments dictators use to stay in power. Yet, there is no systematic investigation analyzing the role of repression. Does repression help dictators retain power? This paper fills this gap by addressing the simultaneous relationship between survival and repression using two-stage estimation methods. The results reveal that repression increases the likelihood of dictators' survival; and that an increased probability of exit is associated with increases in repression levels. This paper also analyzes different types of authoritarian leader exit and repression. Political terror only reduces the likelihood of non-violent and regular exits. Instead, restrictions on civil liberties are effective in deterring both types of threats. Similarly, it is only non-violent threats which trigger significant increases in political terror, while the risk of a violent/irregular ouster leads to increases in restrictions on civil liberties.
The brutal repression of Assad's regime in Syria has so far unable to completely crush the wave of anti-regime protests initiated in the context of the so-called Arab Spring. The death toll has continued to grow as cities such as Daraa and Hama have been kept under siege for days. More than 2,000 people have died since the start of the uprising in February 2011. The army has indiscriminately opened fire against civilians but protests have continued to spread to other major cities.
In September 2007 the footage of the crackdown of pro-democratic protests led by Buddhist monks in Burma shown by media around the world brought again international attention to the brutality of that country's military junta. Repression soon escalated, causing more than one hundred deaths, hundreds of arrestments, and people sent to prison after unfair trials.
In Kenya, Moi's regime reacted almost immediately to donors' pressure and allowed the legalization of opposition parties. Multi-party elections were held on December 1992. During the months prior to the election, ethnic violence and political terror spread (Barkan, 1993) . Violence instigated by the ruling party (the Kenya African National Union) was carried out by irregular militias, in particular, the "Kalenjin warriors." Attacks concentrated in the Rift Valley but soon spread to other areas "in an effort to disenfranchise pro-opposition ethnic blocs there, too" (Roessler 2005, 214) .
Moi and the KANU won the presidential and legislative elections, respectively (Barkan 1993 ). Elections represented a clear, visible, and predictable threat to the ruling elite's hegemony. It was the anticipation of a potential loss of power that fueled the violent repressive waves directed against opposition members, and the regime managed to retain power.
As made evident above, dictators use repression seeking to increase their chances of retaining power. At the same time, political threats to authoritarian rulers can prompt state coercion. Repression often thought to be the main instrument autocrats use to retain power. Yet there is little systematic evidence which demonstrates that repression helps autocrats survive. In this article I address the simultaneous relationship between authoritarian survival and repression. I explore whether the likelihood of being deposed leads the dictator to increase repression. But also, I analyze whether repression reduces political risks and helps making the ruler more secure in office by reducing the likelihood of a leadership transition. The empirical analysis employs data on authoritarian leaders which codes not only whether they exit power but also the way in which they leave power. I combine information on leader survival with data on two types of repression: restrictions and political terror. The results indicate that an increased probability of exit increases repression levels; and that repression helps dictators survive in power. From this starting point, I also examine different types of political threats to understand how repression affects the likelihood of violent and nonviolent exits from power, and vice versa.
The rest of the article is organized as follows. The next section discusses the strategies dictators use to remain in office. In turn I briefly review the literature on repression and regime types. The next section presents the theoretical framework and the main hypotheses. In the third section, I present the main variables of interest and discuss the estimation method. The next section reports the results. The final section summarizes the main findings and suggests avenues for further research.
Instruments of Power under Dictatorship
Dictatorships are generally characterized by their use of repression. Early studies of dictatorships focused on totalitarianism, highlighting the instruments of control and domination (Friedrich and Brzezinski 1961; Arendt 1962) . The difference in the intensity of repression pervades the traditional distinction between totalitarian and authoritarian regimes developed by Linz (2000) .
Authoritarian rulers' primary goal is to retain power. To do so they rely on two basic instruments for survival: loyalty/support and repression (Wintrobe 1998; Desai et al. 2009 ). Retaining the political support of some groups (winning coalition) is as essential to an autocrat as coping with public dissent, opposition groups, and potential challengers. Yet, we have a much better understanding of the ways in which dictators mobilize support and the consequences of this support for authoritarian survival, than the use of repression.
To mobilize and retain support, dictators have two instruments: patronage and policy concessions. In Bueno de Mesquita et al.'s (2003) framework, dictatorships have smaller support coalitions relative to democracies and so they rely on private goods to buy the support of core members of their coalition. Such patronage goods consist of access to graft, bribes, and privileges, which in turn may provide incentives for the ruler to implement highly interventionist economic policies aimed at extracting rents. Market regulations, the protection of key industries, a closed economy, the use of state enterprises, and the manipulation of prices and the foreign exchange rate constitute the basic repertoire autocrats use to extract rents and reward loyal supporters (Bates 1981) .
Private goods distribution is easier in the presence of non-tax revenue from natural resource wealth: commodities such as oil or diamonds, or even the flow of external windfalls such unconditional foreign aid (Bueno de Mesquita and Smith 2009).
Existing empirical evidence suggests that patronage is an effective strategy for authoritarian survival, although researchers typically use alternative indicators as proxies for patronage networks. Arriola (2009) uses cabinet appointments as a direct measure of patronage and finds that cabinet expansion lowers the likelihood of a ruler being deposed. As for rent availability, Morrison (2009) shows that non-tax revenue decreases the likelihood of authoritarian regime breakdown. Oil availability is probably the most well established source of rents and shown to be a regime and leader stabilizing factor (Smith 2004; Ulfelder 2007; Omgba 2009 ). Concerning aid, Kono and Montinola (2009) and Licht (2010) show that it helps autocrats survive in power in the long run.
Political institutions are another well studied instrument for mobilizing authoritarian regime support. Party organizations and legislatures, it is argued, are created to offer formal arenas for elite bargaining, enhance career prospects and influence, and to channel the demands of significant social groups (Smith 2005; Brownlee 2007; Magaloni 2008; Magaloni and Kricheli 2010) . This is the logic explaining the longer durability of party-based regimes (Geddes 1999; Smith 2005; Magaloni 2008) .
1 Dictators use party organizations to enhance credible power-sharing agreements by delegating to the party the capacity to select and appoint power positions, which in turn help neutralize threats from regime insiders (Magaloni 2008) .
Similarly, Gandhi and Przeworski (2006) contend that dictators use institutions because policy concessions require an institutional setting to provide them with credibility and so placate political threats. Indeed, Gandhi and Przeworski (2007) show that authoritarian institutions, operationalized as legislatures with multiple parties, are related to longer leader tenures.
Repression and Regimes
1 See also Brownlee (2007), Gandhi (2008) , Svolik (2009), and Magaloni and Kricheli (2010 Repression is the "behavior that is applied by governments in an effort to bring about political quiescence and facilitate the continuity of the regime through some form of restriction or violation of political and civil liberties" (Davenport 2000, 6) .
Concretely, repression "deals with applications of state power that violate First Amendment-type rights, due process in the enforcement and adjudication of law, and personal integrity or security" (Davenport 2007a, 2) . Through these actions governments impose or threaten individuals groups with sanctions aimed at keeping them under control and suppressing dissent.
Repression is, as said, one of the two basic instruments of authoritarian survival, and so its use is more extensive under such regimes than under democracies. Relying on smaller power coalitions, dictators exclude a big part of the population from decisionmaking, so force generally substitutes legitimacy to obtain popular acquiescence with regime decisions. The mechanisms to channel citizens' demands are extremely limited and so is their responsiveness to their grievances. Regimes also determine the institutional constraints and legal limits to the use of force, both being low or inexistent under dictatorship. Further, repression is more costly to elected governments and that democracy offers more mechanisms for channelling demands and expressing citizens' views. Accordingly, and not surprisingly, it is found that repression levels are systematically lower under democratic systems (Poe and Tate 1994; Davenport 1999; Poe et al. 1999; Davenport and Armstrong 2004; Davenport 2004; Davenport 2007b ).
Yet, some authors have identified the presence of threshold effect according to which democracy does not start having a negative effect on repression until democracy scores reach a given level (Davenport and Armstrong 2004; Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2005) .
Further research has proceeded to disaggregate the dimensions or components of 2 To my knowledge, Bueno de Mesquita and Smith's (2010) study is the only one in considering repression (measured using the CIRI index) as a control in their models explaining leader survival in a global sample including both democracies and autocracies. In their model, repression does not affect leader survival.
democratic regimes included in the Polity2 index. Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2005) find that party competition is the most important dimension, whereas Davenport (2004) examines the impact of constraints on the executive on state coercion.
Other scholars argue that the relationship between regime type and coercion is curvilinear, stating that there is "more murder in the middle" (Fein 1995) . According to this view, more human rights violations are actually observed among hybrid or mixed regimes (also called anocracies, electoral authoritarian regimes, etc.) (Regan and Henderson 2002) . These regimes consist principally of nondemocratic polities liberalized to the extent that they allow the formation of opposition parties and electoral competition (Diamond 2002 
Survival and Coercion
The literature examining the dissent-repression relationship has generated numerous insights but is far from being conclusive. Two problems can be identified.
First, the relation between both variables has two sides that have been studied separately, but they are fully interconnected. In other words, the relationship is simultaneous, so while the presence of threats influences repression levels, at the same time repressiveness also impacts the levels of dissent or political threat existing. In this paper, I deal with simultaneity in the empirical model in order to fully ascertain if these two variables affect each other and how. Specifically, I do so by analyzing the relationship between the probability of dictators' survival and repression.
Secondly, as noted above, there is still little consensus on how repression affects political dissent and violence and vice versa. The impact of repression on dissent has been found to be positive, negative, as well as having an inverted-U shape (Gurr 1970; Hibbs 1973; Lichbach 1987; Muller and Weede 1990; Gupta et al. 1993; Rasler 1996; Moore 1998 The two next subsections discuss some theoretical arguments tackling the questions above and offer some hypotheses. Both sides of the simultaneous relationship between repression and political threat are dealt with separately.
From Repression to Survival
Dictators want to stay in power, losing it involves not being able to enjoy its privileges and rents but also it may carry nasty consequences, like having to exile, being punished, or even killed (Goemans 2008) . They use loyalty and repression to do so.
Dictators use repression because they estimate that its expected benefits exceed the costs. The basic expected benefit of repression is to increase the likelihood of staying in power. So we use a direct measure of threat, namely the risk of losing power. Crushing protests and facing plotters is only useful as long as it extends the ruler's tenure. Hence, repression effectiveness should be directly evaluated in relation to this outcome, political survival.
Repression may help autocrats counter perceived threats to their power by imprisoning and torturing opposition members, by eliminating political challengers, by crushing anti-regime protests, and by limiting their organizational capacity. However, this −often taken for granted− effectiveness has not been empirically established, so I test whether this benefit exists and attempt to quantify it. In doing so, however, we need to take into account the distinctions highlighted above between repression types and types of threats.
and Seden Akcinaroglu (2008) . "Government Change in Authoritarian Regimes Codebook." Available at: https://netfiles.uiuc.edu/msvolik/www/research/Codebook,%20final.pdf. 4 Exits due to term limits, natural death or ill health, and foreign interventions are excluded from these figures and so right-censored and coded 0. 5 Regular exits are those which occur "according to the prevailing rules, provisions, conventions, and norms of the country," while "a loss of office is considered irregular when the leader was removed in contravention of explicit rules and established conventions. Most irregular removals from office are the result of the threat or use of force as exemplified in coups, (popular) revolts, and assassinations (more on this below) and occur at the hands of domestic opponents" (Goemans et al. 2009, 273) . 6 Both distinctions capture a similar dimension but are not equal, as a ruler exit may be irregular but not necessarily violent.
Both types of repression can reduce the risk of losing office, but through different mechanisms. Violent repression entails physical abuses, torture, imprisonment, killing, and disappearances. It is thus characterized by the intensity of the sanctions inflicted, which may insulate autocrats in two ways. First, it may defuse challenging activities because it augments their associated costs and so prevent threats from occurring. Second, it can directly eliminate the source of threat by killing, imprisoning or making (those identified as) political rivals and opposition leaders "disappear."
On the other hand, through the use of restrictions citizens are molded and potentially challenging behaviors prevented, and collective action is hindered.
Essentially it constitutes a proactive strategy seeking to thwart collective action by banning organizations, and restricting or eliminating the freedoms of assembly and association. This is relevant because dictatorships generally are devoid of regularized mechanisms for leader replacement or they are very limited and restrictive. Under such circumstances, collective action becomes one of the key elements in making a replacement possible, like via coup or a mass rebellion.
Hence, compared to restrictions, political terror is a more reactive strategy because it entails harsh sanctions against those challenging the ruler position and, therefore, those already having collective action capacity and those identified as being a member of an opposition group or potential rivals from within the elite. In light of these arguments, I expect restrictions on civil liberties are expected to be more effective in securing the ruler in power than political terror.
This proposition above needs further elaboration once we also distinguish between types of political threats, as repression types may differ in their impact on each type of threat: violent/irregular and non-violent/regular. Violent repression may produce different outcomes (Pierskalla 2010) , and so it is unclear how effective repression will be in deterring violent or irregular ousters. On the one hand, violent repression may be used to crush dissent making it too costly and risky for potential participants. Some authors argue that if repression is high enough, violent opposition might be deterred (Muller 1985) . Gupta et al.'s (1993) find that repression deters violent protest activities at low and high levels in nondemocracies. Lyall (2009) reports evidence that indiscriminate state violence tends to suppress insurgent attacks.
On the other hand, violent repression may have pernicious consequences since it may bring about a violent escalation, the radicalization of positions, and so unleash a violent response from some groups and even potentially provoke a coup. Indeed, Galetovic and Sanhueza (2000) show that popular unrest significantly increases the likelihood of a coup in autocracies. Iqbal and Zorn (2006) find that weaker and more repressive leaders are more likely to be assassinated. Concerning unrest, Opp and Ruehl (1990) suggest that repression may lead to micro-mobilization processes leading to further protest activities. Goodwin (2001) Conversely, restrictions may be effective in making violent/irregular exits more unlikely by hindering the collective action necessary to carry them out. The main causes of violent/irregular exits are revolts −including civil wars− and coups. Both require collective action problems to be overcome, especially the former which requires a higher number of participants. Civil rights, like those of assembly, freedom of expression and association, among others, are essential for any organized movement or action to emerge. In Bueno de Mesquita and Smith's (2009 Smith's ( , 2010 terms, civil rights constitute essential 'coordination goods' necessary for collective action to take place in the first place, as they "determine the ability of citizens to coordinate and organize" (2010, 938) . I thus expect an increase in civil liberties restrictions to be highly effective in reducing the likelihood of a violent or irregular ouster.
Concerning regular/non-violent exits, government restrictions on civil rights can thwart the ability of some particular actors to coordinate and mobilize in the short-run. Hence, both restrictions and terror may be useful in neutralizing threats leading to a non-violent or regular ruler exits, but, following the arguments above, I expect violent repression to be more effective.
At risk of redundancy, Table 1 summarizes the hypothesized effects of the two types of repression on the two types of threats to dictators. Political terror is expected to be effective in preventing non-violent or regular exits, but its impact on violent/irregular ones is indeterminate. As for restrictions on civil rights, I expect them to be effective in deterring violent/irregular exits. Each quadrant is numbered to identidy the corresponding hypotheses.
[ Table 1 ]
From Survival to Repression
Leaders' perception of political risks plays a crucial role in deciding how much repression to use. Simply put, if a dictator perceives he is completely secure in office, he has no incentive to raise repression levels. The "Law of Coercive Responsiveness"
suggests that when a challenge is perceived, governments respond with repression (Regan and Henderson 2002; Davenport 2007a) . The greatest political threat to autocrats is to be removed from office. Consequently, I expect that in general the higher the likelihood of an autocrat losing power −and so the higher the level of threat perceived− the higher the levels of both types repression will be.
A second issue concerns how the ruler's perception of the different types of threat he may be subject to may affect his decision to repress. The repression reaction is conditional on the threat being perceived by the regime elites and the relative relevance Kuran's proposition that "regimes collapse suddenly with little warning or protracted conflict" (Ginkel and Smith 1999, 292) .
In sum the higher risk of a violent or irregular exit has an indeterminate effect on violent repression. The empirical analysis will shed light on which of the two mechanisms prevails (if any).
Furthermore, if the logic depicted in the previous section holds, dictators should restrict civil rights in those contexts in which a threat that requires coordination and collective action is perceived. Should a ruler anticipates that using violent repression may actually bring about an escalation and thus worsen his prospects of retaining power, the threat of a violent exit will be dealt with less violent repression, namely, restrictions on civil rights.
With regard to non-violent and regular exits, we also follow the logic depicted in the previous section. Frantz (2007) argues that "elites in military and single-party regimes are bound together by an institution, the military and the party respectively, that unites them. This makes coordination among members of the coalition less difficult" (2007, 8) . 7 Given that it is members of the regime support coalition who led most regular/non-violent exits, in coping with the risk of being removed through such manner, dictators may be more willing to use terror to get rid of challengers, as restrictions on rights may have proven ineffective as groups may be already organized and solved collective action problems (Haber 2006) . Tombalbaye, Chad's dictator in the 1960s and early 1970s, arrested important members of his official party, the Chadian
Progressive Party, fearing they were planning to oust him.
The same is true in the event of elections (see the introduction), where political terror is used to intimidate potential opposition voter and kill candidates. A more extensive use of terror should be thus observed when the risk of a regular/non-violent exit is higher.
Restrictions on civil rights may also be useful against some forms (not all) of non-violent threats; in particular, against those involving collective action such as demonstrations and strikes.
I thus expect that the threat of a regular/non-violent exit will lead to significant increases in the levels of political terror but to just cause moderate increases in restrictions on civil rights. The risk of a violent/irregular exit will likely be met with increased restrictions on civil rights. Table 2 summarizes the hypotheses with each quadrant numbered to identify them.
[ Second, I control for variables capturing the availability of rents. Oil rents are measured using Ross's (2008) data, which are calculated "by taking the total value of each country's annual oil and natural gas production, and subtracting the countryspecific extraction costs, including the cost of capital" (2008, 111 The existing literature has found that higher repression is found in countries with lower per capita incomes, larger populations, and undergoing violent conflicts, namely, civil and interstate wars (Poe and Tate 1994; Poe et al. 1999; Davenport and Armstrong 2004) . I include all these variables as controls, and also a two-year average of the rate of economic growth.
A dummy for the Cold War period controls for the pressure for further respect for human rights after the policy of tolerance and support towards some allied dictatorships was over. Yet, also recall, that the end of the Cold War and the withdraw of superpower support may mean that dictators rely more heavily on repression than when they received substantial military and financial aid from the superpowers.
13 Data on aid are from World Bank's World Development Indicators (henceforth WDI). 14 Data are from Powell and Thyne (2011) . 15 Data on ethnic diversity are from Fearon (2003) ; data on urban population are from WDI; data on total population, income per capita and growth are from Maddison (2006) . 16 For space reasons, the coefficients of the polynomials are not reported in the tables below.
Also consistent with previous research (Poe and Tate 1994; Poe et al. 1999; Davenport 2004) 
Where 1 δ and 2 δ are the coefficients of interest; while X and Z are the set of control variables, described above, that may affect each of the two dependent variables. This system of equations has to be estimated using a two-stage model. In the first stage, the equations below are estimated using all the covariates, X and Z, in (1) and (2), that is, those specific to that variable and those in the outcome equation, to get appropriate instruments for Pr( ) AutocratExit and Repression.
The fitted values obtained from (3) and (4) are used as instruments on the right hand side of the second stage equations (1) and (2) to get unbiased estimates of 1 δ and 2 δ .
The same procedure is used for the models aimed at testing hypotheses 3-5. In this second set of models, the dependent variable in (1) (and, so, the main independent one in (2)) is, as described above, either Pr(ViolentExit), Pr(Non-violentExit), Pr(RegularExit), and Pr(IrregularExit).
The systems of equations are estimated using two different methods. There may some concern as to whether repression variables can be treated as continuous and OLS be used. Hence, I also estimate a set of two-stage models in which equations (1) and (3) are estimated with a probit, and equations (2) and (4) with an ordered probit. The instruments generated by these two estimation methods, OLS and ordered probit, correlate almost perfectly, 0.998, so both estimation methods can be expected to yield consistently similar results. Table 3 reports the second-stage results of models that test the general contention that repression lengthens leaders' duration in power. 18 For these survival models the dependent variable is AutocratExit, which does not distinguish the mode of 18 I do not report the first stage results for space reasons, but they are available from the author.
Results: Sticks and Survival
exit, but just indicates if in a given year a dictator exits power. Recall that term limits, natural deaths (or ill health) and foreign interventions are right-censored.
[ Table 3 ]
In light of the results, we can assert that repression does work. The coefficients of all three repression variables are negative, and the ones for the PTS and Freedom
Houses' civil liberties are statistically significant, while CIRI's is not, probably due to the smaller number of observations available for this measure. To facilitate the interpretation of these results, Figure 1 portrays the impact of each repression measure on the predicted likelihood of dictators' exit, according to the results in columns 4-6 of Table 3 . 19 Repression, in all its forms, is effective. The impact of PTS and CIRI measures is nearly identical. Yet the most effective form of repression appears to be to increase tighten restrictions on civil liberties, as expected. When the civil liberties instrument goes from its minimum value to its maximum, according to model 6, the probability of being ousted experiments a total decrease of 0.1216. The marginal effect is -0.0107. 20 Further, if the instruments for PTS and Freedom House's civil liberties index are both included in the same model, only the latter is significant (and very strongly); while the instrument for the PTS, although negative, is not.
[ Figure 1] The rest of the variables perform generally as expected: rulers of military regimes are more likely to lose power than rulers of other regime types. Past instability in the form of coups and the more democratic the neighbor countries are, the higher the likelihood that a dictator will be replaced in a given year. The higher the per capita income, the more secure a dictator is in office. The availability of oil rents yields mixed results, while foreign aid is found to have a positive effect on instability, although it is only significant in models 1 and 4. The index of ethnic fractionalization has a negative impact on the likelihood of exit, although it is only significant in model 6. One explanation is that diversity may hinder the between-group coordination that ousting a dictator requires.
In turn, I explore the other side of the simultaneous relationship, that is, the impact of political instability on repression. The second stage results are showed in Table 4 . Models in columns 1-3 are estimated using Keshk's (2003) cdsimeq and so with OLS, while the second-stage models 4-6 are estimated using ordered probit. 21 In all except for one of the repression indicators, restrictions, the impact of the likelihood of losing power on repression is strong, positive, and significant. A higher risk of exit does increases civil liberties restrictions but not significantly.
[ Table 4 ]
The relationship between survival and repression is illustrated in Figure 2 , using the results in column 4 of Table 4 , in which the PTS is the dependent variable.
Specifically, the figure shows the probabilities of the PTS being 5, 4, or 3 as the instrumented risk variable varies. In particular, the probability of PTS scoring 3 or 4 basically doubles. The increase in the probability of observing the maximum levels of terror is much smaller.
[ Figure 2 ]
The other covariates are correctly signed. Greater population sizes and a higher percentage of this population living in urban areas are related to higher levels of violent repression. Urban concentration and industrialization may make collective action more likely. Internal violent conflict causes major increases in political terror. Interstate conflicts are only significantly related to increases in political terror. Development levels or growth do not appear to matter much under dictatorship. Aid is generally related to lower violent repression levels. Trade openness reduces significantly repression as measured by the PTS. Also in models 1 and 4, terror levels are found to be lower on average during the Cold War period. The explanatory variables do not perform as well in the models predicting civil liberties scores. In this case the best predictor is the regime type. Single-party and, especially, military regimes impose fewer restrictions on such rights than the other autocracies. Foreign aid is also significant in model 6 for civil liberties restrictions.
Disaggregating Exit Modes
In this second part of the empirical analysis, I disaggregate the modes through which a dictator can be replaced in order to test the hypotheses summarized in Tables 1   and 2 [ Table 5 ]
First, the use of increased political terror is not effective in preventing violent or irregular exits (models 1 and 3). Actually, the effect is positive although small and not significant (see [ Figure 3 ]
In sum, these results indicate that the patterns identified in Table 3 are due to different underlying relationships. The negative impact of PTS on the likelihood of leaving exit is driven by its effectiveness in deterring non-violent or regular threats.
Terror does not prevent violent/irregular ousters. Restrictions on civil liberties are effective as an instrument to prevent both types of threat.
The next, and final, step consists of exploring the other side of the simultaneous relationship. I explore if different types of threat trigger a different repressive reaction by the regime. I also explore the form repression takes to test whether different threats 22 In this second empirical part I do not use the CIRI measure because it is measuring the same dimension or type of repression than PTS, but PTS covers a longer time period. 23 Due to space reasons, I do not report the results from the models using cdsimeq's 2SPLS.
are confronted using different repressive tools. The second-stage models, estimated using ordered probit, are reported in Table 6 .
[ Table 6 ]
If we first look at the results in columns 1 and 3, in which Svolik and Akcinaroglu's (2007) variable distinguishing between violent and non-violent exits is used, one clear stylized fact can be derived, namely, that political terror is basically increased when the likelihood of a non-violent exit augments, while restrictions on civil liberties are tightened in order to cope with potential violent threats. Figure 4 illustrates these patterns.
[ Figure 4 ]
Using the Archigos dataset distinction yields extremely similar patterns. 
Concluding Remarks
State coercion is, jointly with the creation and maintenance of a certain level of support, a basic instrument of power for autocrats. Repression may benefit a dictator by neutralizing challenges and thus decreasing the likelihood of losing power. To date, there was no systematic evidence that this is true across a broad range of authoritarian regimes.
After addressing the simultaneous relationship between repression and risk of losing power, this article comes to a clear, albeit sad, conclusion: repression does work.
It significantly reduces the likelihood that a dictator will be replaced in a given year. At the same time, I show that dictators respond to a higher perceived likelihood of losing office by raising their levels of coercion.
In the second part of the paper, both the strategies of repression as well as the types of threats dictators face have been disaggregated. I find that political terror decreases the likelihood of a non-violent or regular exit but not that of a violent exit;
while restrictions on civil liberties help prevent both types of leader exit. Second, while violent repression is mainly used as a response to non-violent/regular threats, dictators restrict civil liberties when the risk of a violent or irregular exit rises.
What are the main implications of these findings? International pressure should concentrate on promoting civil liberties, as they guarantee that some level of political opposition will be able to organize and so demand further political openings as the cases of Tunisia and Egypt highlight. Political terror could not stop the uprising once it had started. Recall that restrictions on such rights have been shown to be more effective than terror in preventing ruler replacements and, especially, violent or irregular exits. The baseline probability of losing power when restrictions are at its lowest is much higher than that corresponding to the lowest terror levels (see Figure 1 ). Most democratizations occur in regimes that have already partially liberalized (Hadenius and Teorell 2007) .
And this threat perception leads, according to our results, to more violent repression.
That would be the second step in the international strategy, as the extent of this type of repression is more difficult to demonstrate and, so, to monitor its extent. A given level of civil liberties within the country may help gather such information, mobilize international and local human rights NGOs and engage in international shaming campaigns and diplomatic pressures. Preidcted prob. FH-civil=6
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